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Abstract
Emerging technologies promise potential benefits at a potential cost. Developers of educational
communications aim to improve people’s understanding and to facilitate public debate.
However, even relatively uninformed recipients may have initial feelings that are difficult to
change. We report that people’s initial affective impressions about Carbon Capture and
Sequestration (CCS), a low-carbon coal-based electricity-generation technology with which most
people are unfamiliar, influences how they interpret previously validated education materials. As
a result, even individuals who had originally self-identified as uninformed persisted in their
initial feelings after reading the educational communication -- though perseverance of feelings
about CCS was stronger among recipients who had originally self-identified as relatively
informed (Study 1). Moreover, uninformed recipients whose initial feelings were experimentally
manipulated by relatively uninformative pro-CCS or anti-CCS arguments persisted in their
manipulated feelings after reading the educational communication, due to evaluating the
educational communication in line with their manipulated impressions (Study 2). Hence, our
results suggest that educational communications will have more impact if they are disseminated
before people form strong feelings about the topic under consideration, especially if these are
based on little to no factual understanding.
Keywords: Public perceptions of emerging technologies; educational communication; impression
formation
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The role of initial affective impressions in responses to educational communications:
The case of carbon capture and sequestration (CCS)
New technological developments bring the promise of societal benefits while introducing
potential risks. Members of a democratic society face public debates about whether or not to
support the implementation of specific technologies. Well-meaning educators may aim to
facilitate those public debates by informing people’s perceptions through educational
communications. Here, we refer to “educational communications” when describing materials
that have been designed to provide balanced and accurate information, and that have been tested
for their ability to improve people’s understanding of the topic under consideration (see for
example Fischhoff, Brewer, & Downs, 2011; Morgan, Fischhoff, Bostrom, & Atman, 2002).
Yet, it may be difficult to change recipients’ feelings about CCS once they have already
formed initial impressions, even if they may still have limited knowledge. First impressions are
affective in nature, can be formed on the basis of little to no information, guide cognitions and
perceptions of risks and benefits, and tend to be difficult to change (Finucane et al., 2000;
Zajonc, 1980). Evidence for the perseverance of first impressions comes from three lines of
psychological research in which undergraduate participants made hypothetical decisions in
carefully controlled experiments. First, research on impression formation has shown a primacy
effect, such that people described as intelligent, tall and mean are evaluated more positively than
those described as mean, tall, and intelligent (Asch, 1961; for exceptions see Hogarth & Einhorn,
1992). Second, feelings that are evoked by positive or negative performance feedback tend to
linger, even after it is disclosed that the feedback has been fabricated (Anderson et al., 1980).
Third, psychological experiments have found that false impressions about hypothetical products
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are difficult to change, because participants feel that the original claims are more likely to ring
true than the refutations (Johar, 1996; Johar & Simmons, 2000).
Several studies have reported that ill-founded first impressions are especially hard to
change among individuals who perceive that they know more, even though people often think
that they know more than they actually do (Keren, 1991). Perceptions of knowledge may
increase with repeated exposure to ambiguous statements (Ares, Boehm, & Xu, 1991), and
thinking more about a one-sided argument (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Koriat, Lichtenstein, &
Fischhoff, 1980). People who perceive themselves as more knowledgeable about an issue
become less open to advice (Gino & Moore, 2007), find it harder to consider alternative points of
view (Koehler, 1991), and become more likely to interpret new information as confirming what
they think they know (Klayman, 1995; Kunda, 1990; Nickerson, 1998).
Most of the studies cited above have used controlled experiments about fabricated issues,
so as to ensure that participants had not yet developed any initial impressions. Few studies have
tested whether the reported findings generalize to real-world settings. It has been shown that
people who distrust a technology tend to interpret new information about it more negatively
(Cvetovich, Siegrist, Murray, & Tragesser, 2002; Poortinga & Pidgeon, 2004). Proponents of
nuclear power interpret near-accidents as evidence of successful safety strategies, while
opponents view them as evidence of risk (Plous, 1991). Individuals who worry about a risk may
feel alarmed when reading information that experts deem to be neutral or positive (Levy,
Weinstein, Kidney, Scheld, & Guarnaccia, 2008). Finally, people who had initially voted for
Nixon persisted in their positive feelings for him after Watergate, while those who had not voted
for Nixon did make negative adjustments to their prior impressions (Carretta & Moreland, 1982).
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Naturally, one limitation of these real-world studies is that participants had prior access to
outside information, leaving it unclear whether or not the impressions in which they persisted
were well-informed. Newly emerging technologies provide the appropriate real-world context,
because they are typically not well known by members of the general public, and the few people
with some familiarity remain relatively uninformed (see for example Fleishman, Bruine de
Bruin, & Morgan, 2010).
Application to the case of Carbon Capture and Sequestration (CCS)
CCS is a relatively new technology that aims to mitigate climate change by capturing
carbon dioxide from coal-fired power plants and sequestering it deep underground instead of
allowing it to be released into the atmosphere. CCS proponents have suggested that the
electricity sector may achieve policy goals to cut carbon dioxide emissions through the
aggressive deployment of low-carbon strategies including energy efficiency, natural gas, wind,
nuclear, as well as coal plants with CCS. Opponents of CCS have voiced concerns about
environmental damage, leaks, and small earthquakes (Huijts, Midden, & Meijnders, 2007;
James, Richels, Blanford, & Gehl, 2007; Pacala & Socolow, 2004; Shackley et al., 2009).
To date, public perception studies find that most people are unfamiliar with CCS, and that
those who have heard of it are still relatively uninformed (Huijts et al. 2007; Palmgren et al.,
2004; Shackley, McLachlan, & Gough, 2005; Sharp, Jaccard, & Keith, 2009; Wallquist et al.,
2009, 2010). Outreach activities to the general public remain largely non-existent (Ashworth et
al., 2010; Shackley et al., 2007). One exception includes the educational communication that
was developed by a team at Carnegie Mellon University with input from a diverse team of
experts and members of the general public (Fleishman & Bruine de Bruin, in press). It has been
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tested for its ability to effectively inform participants (Fleishman et al., 2010). In the present
work, we provided these validated educational communications to residents of Wyoming and
nearby states with coal-fired power plants, who may soon face decisions about whether or not to
accept CCS in their area (Wong-Parodi et al., 2011).
Research questions
Following recommendations that studies of the perseverance of initial impressions should
focus on real-world topics (Carreta & Moreland, 1982), we generated specific hypotheses from
laboratory research to learn more about how people respond to a validated educational
communication about CCS. In Study 1, we tested whether people’s responses to educational
materials about CCS were associated with prior impressions about CCS (Hypothesis 1), and
whether that relationship was stronger in individuals with more perceived knowledge
(Hypothesis 2). In Study 2, we tested whether, among self-identified uninformed participants,
exposure to one-sided pro-CCS (vs. anti-CCS) arguments would lead to more positive post-
argument feelings about CCS (Hypothesis 3) and subsequently more positive post-education
feelings about CCS (Hypothesis 4), with manipulated post-argument feelings about CCS
persisting in subsequent post-education feelings about CCS (Hypothesis 5). The one-sided
arguments were provided with little to no factual information, so that any effect on subsequent
feelings about CCS would lack a solid foundation in CCS knowledge.
Additionally, we also explored potential mediators of the relationship between initial
feelings (that were pre-existing in Study 1 or newly manipulated in Study 2) and post-education
feelings, including interpretation of communication content, and ratings of trust and quality, as
well as knowledge about communication content and confidence in that knowledge. These
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measures were adapted from communication studies (Fischhoff et al., 2011; Lipkus, 2007) and
play a role in responses to corrective advertising, advice taking (Gardner & Berry, 1995; Harvey
& Fischer, 1997; Johar, 1996; Johar & Simmons, 2000; Yaniv, 2004; Yaniv & Kleinberger,
2000) and public perceptions of CCS (Palmgren et al., 2004; Huijts et al., 2007; Walquist,
Visschers, and Siegrist, 2010).
Study 1
Method
Participants
Participants were recruited through online advertisements entitled “Energy policy survey
for residents of Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, Kansas, and
Nebraska only.” We recruited from these states because they may soon face decisions about
CCS sites (Wong-Parodi et al., 2011). Online advertisements appeared at Amazon’s Mechanical
Turk, an online market place that is increasingly used for recruiting survey participants
(Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). Participants were offered $1 for completing our survey,
which is within the range of subject fees for advertised studies.
Study 1 and Study 2 participants were recruited at the same time, which allowed us to
engage in one large recruitment effort and to prevent participants from enrolling in both studies.
At baseline, all 571 answered “how much do you know about CCS?” on a scale ranging from 1
(=nothing) to 7 (=a lot).1 The 88 who self-rated their knowledge above the midpoint of 4 were
enrolled into Study 1. The low number reflects the widespread lack of public CCS awareness
(Huijts et al., 2007; Palmgren et al., 2004; Shackley et al., 2005; Sharp et al., 2009; Wallquist et
al., 2009, 2010). The remaining individuals (n=483) were randomly assigned to Study 1 (n=163)
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or Study 2 (n=320). Hence, the combined total number of participants in Study 1 was 251.
Average age of the Study 1 participants was 31.15 (SD=11.78), with 40% female, 24% nonwhite,
and 47% having a college degree.
Procedure and measures
Baseline assessment. Following previous work (Fleishman et al., 2010), participants
received a brief introduction about the study and CCS, noting that “as you read more about it, we
will ask for your views.” Specifically, participants read “The U.S. Congress may decide to limit
the carbon dioxide (CO2) released by new power plants. As a result, [your state] would have to
reduce the CO2 released by some of its future power plants. Imagine that [your state] is going to
build a new coal power plant. The plant can be either with or without CO2 capture and
sequestration (CCS). Imagine that the Governor has asked you to serve on a Citizen’s Panel to
give your advice.”
Next, the baseline assessment of feelings about CCS asked “how do you feel about
CCS?” with a scale from 1 (=very negative) to 7 (=very positive), which was taken from
previous work (Fleishman et al., 2010; Huijts et al., 2007; Wallquist et al., 2009, 2010). 1 The
baseline question about perceived knowledge about CCS asked “how much do you know about
CCS?” with a scale from 1 (=nothing) to 7 (=a lot), which was also adapted from previous work
(Huijts et al., 2007).2 These single-item measures were chosen to reduce survey length,
repetition, and respondent burden, while noting that findings based on single-item measures tend
to replicate findings based on multi-item measures (Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007; Wanous,
Reichers, & Hudy, 1997).
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Educational communication. Participants received an educational communication about
CCS that was adapted from publicly available materials (Figure 1) which in a validation study
were shown to effectively inform recipients about CCS (Fleishman & Bruine de Bruin, in press;
Fleishman et al., 2010). Content covered twelve CCS attributes, starting with a section on CO2
release that explained “a coal power plant releases CO2 into the air” and “adding CCS to a coal
power plant prevents much of the CO2 from being released into the air.” Subsequent sections
covered current use, availability, benefits, land use and ecology, lifespan, limits of use, safety,
noise, pollution and other waste, price, and reliability.3
Post-education assessment. After reading the educational communication, feelings about
CCS were assessed again using the same question as at baseline, which showed consistency with
related post-education questions about preferences for CCS.1 Participants rated their
interpretation of the educational content about the twelve CCS attributes (e.g., CO2 release,
current use, availability, benefits, land use and ecology, lifespan, limits of use, safety, noise,
pollution and other waste, price and reliability), on a scale from 1 (=very negative) to 7 (=very
positive), adapting a procedure used previously (Palmgren et al., 2004; Wallquist et al., 2010;
Sharp et al., 2009). Cronbach’s alpha across the twelve items was .92, thus showing sufficient
internal consistency to allow the computation of an averaged summary measure.
Questions about trust and quality in the educational communication asked “do you trust
the information about coal plants with CCS?” and “do you think the information about coal
plants is of low or high quality?” with a scale ranging from 1 (=very low) to 7 (=very high), as
adapted from a recent study (Bruine de Bruin et al., in press). Cronbach’s alpha across the two
items was .82, allowing the computation of a summary measure by computing the overall mean.
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Following a standard confidence assessment procedure (Keren, 1991), knowledge about
the educational communication’s content was measured with 10 true/false questions.
Participants indicated their confidence in their answer to each question, on a scale from 50%
(=just guessing) to 100% (=absolutely sure). This procedure is designed to allow a systematic
comparison of knowledge, which is reflected in the overall percent of correct responses across
items, and confidence, which is expressed as the mean confidence rating across items (Keren,
1991). Overall, we found moderate consistency across participants’ responses to the ten
knowledge items (α=.61), and good consistency across the confidence ratings they gave for those 
ten responses (α=.81), which replicate previous findings (Pallier et al., 2002; Stankov & 
Crawford, 1996). We computed an averaged summary measure for knowledge and for
confidence in knowledge.
Results
Initial analyses.
Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for the assessed measures, as well as the results of
our initial analyses. For the variables that were assessed on 1-7 rating scales, one-sided t-tests
examined whether the means in Table 1 were significantly different from the midpoint of 4.
Results indicated that, at baseline, participants’ feelings about CCS were slightly positive, while
their perceived knowledge was relatively low, which replicates findings of previous CCS studies
(Huijts et al., 2007; Palmgren et al., 2004; Shackley et al., 2005; Sharp et al., 2009; Wallquist et
al., 2009, 2010). After reading the educational communication, participants’ feelings about CCS
remained slightly positive.4 Tests of Study 1 hypotheses are reported below.
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The role of prior feelings in forming post-education feelings (Hypothesis 1).
We found support for Hypothesis 1, which predicted that responses to educational
materials about CCS would be informed by prior feelings about CCS. Table 1 shows a
significant correlation between post-education feelings about CCS and baseline feelings about
CCS. Table 2 shows that this relationship holds in a linear regression that controlled for
demographic variables (Model 1).
Moderation of the relationship between prior and post-education feelings (Hypothesis 2).
We found support for Hypothesis 2, which predicted that the association between prior
feelings about CCS and responses to educational materials about CCS would be stronger in
recipients with more prior self-rated knowledge, thus showing significant moderation. The linear
regression in Model 2 had the same predictors as Model 1 (Table 2) but additionally included the
interaction between self-rated baseline knowledge and baseline feelings about CCS while
controlling for main effects and demographic variables, thus slightly improving predictive ability
ΔR2=.05, F(2, 239)=8.11, p<.001. As expected, we found a significant interaction, which
showed that self-rated knowledge moderated the relationship between baseline and immediate
post-education feelings about CCS perceptions (Table 2). To further examine the interaction, we
repeated Model 1 for those who self-rated their baseline CCS knowledge above (vs. at or below)
the scale midpoint (=4). We found a stronger relationship between baseline CCS perceptions
feelings about CCS and immediate post-education feelings about CCS perceptions among those
with high self-rated baseline knowledge (β =.57, p<.001) than those with lower self-rated
baseline knowledge (β=.21, p<.01).
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Mediators of the relationship between baseline and post-education feelings.
Table 1 shows significant positive correlations of baseline feelings about CCS and of
post-education feelings about CCS with potential mediator variables, including interpretation of
education content, rated trust and quality of education, post-education knowledge, and
confidence in knowledge. To examine which of these variables drove the perseverance of initial
feelings about CCS after exposure to the educational communication, we compared the linear
regression predicting feelings about CCS as reported after the educational communication from
baseline feelings about CCS, while including demographic controls (Model 1), with another
linear regression that also included the potential mediator variables including post-education
assessments of interpretation of content, trust, perceived quality of the materials, knowledge, and
confidence in knowledge (Model 3).  The latter showed improved predictive ability, ΔR2=.58,
F(4, 237)=129.74, p<.001. Moreover, the positive relationship of post-education feelings about
CCS with baseline feelings about CCS (Model 1) was no longer significant after controlling for
the potential mediator variables, of which interpretation of education content and rated trust and
quality were positively associated with post-education feelings about CCS (Model 3). A multi-
mediation analysis that included the potential mediator variables and demographic controls
(Preacher & Hayes, 2008) did indeed find that interpretations of the education’s content (95%
CI=.19, .40) and ratings of trust and quality (95% CI=.02, .09) significantly mediated the
positive relationship of baseline feelings about CCS with post-education feelings about CCS.
Hence, participants persisted in baseline CCS perceptions because they interpreted and evaluated
the educational communication in light of their initial impressions.
We also found that the interaction effect between baseline feelings about CCS and
baseline perceived CCS knowledge on post-education feelings about CCS (Model 2) was no
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longer significant after controlling for the potential mediator variables (Model 4), ΔR2=.53, F(4,
235)=120.22, p<.001. However, a multi-mediation analysis that included the potential mediator
variables and demographic controls (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) found no significant mediation of
the interaction effect, suggesting that the mediation pattern reported above was independent of
perceived CCS knowledge at baseline. Hence, these findings suggest that, independent of how
much baseline knowledge participants perceived to have, they may have persisted in their
baseline feelings about CCS even after reading the educational communication because they
interpreted and evaluated the educational communication in light of their initial impressions.
Discussion
In Study 1, we shared educational communications that were designed to inform public
perceptions of CCS (Fleishman et al., 2010) with participants from states where CCS is likely to
be deployed. Our findings add three insights to the literature. First, pre-existing feelings in this
sample predicted feelings recorded after reading the educational materials, with positive baseline
feelings about CCS yielding positive post-education feelings about CCS. Hence, persistence of
initial impressions is not limited to hypothetical topics considered in the psychological
laboratory, and occurs even when people receive a genuine educational communication about an
existing real-world topic. Second, perseverance of initial impressions is found even among
participants who thought they were relatively uninformed, although it was stronger among
recipients who perceived themselves as relatively knowledgeable. Third, perseverance of initial
impressions occurred because participants evaluated the educational communication in light of
their pre-existing feelings about CCS, thus allowing them to maintain those feelings after the
reading educational communication.
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The educational communication we used had previously been found to effectively inform
recipients’ understanding about CCS (Fleishman et al., 2010; Fleishman & Bruine de Bruin, in
press). Nevertheless, our findings suggest that these educational materials may be interpreted
differently by recipients who have already formed relatively positive or negative first
impressions. These first impressions were likely based on incomplete information, because most
people remain largely uninformed about CCS, with the few who have heard about the technology
commonly showing gaps and misconceptions in their CCS knowledge (Huijts et al., 2007;
Palmgren et al., 2004; Shackley et al., 2005; Sharp et al., 2009; Wallquist et al., 2009, 2010).
Indeed, the large majority of our participants rated themselves as relatively uninformed – despite
people’s general tendency to think that they know more than they actually do (Keren, 1991).
Yet, as noted, those who perceived themselves as relatively more informed about CCS showed a
stronger tendency to stick with their prior impressions after reading educational communications
about CCS.
Because those who self-identify as uninformed are more likely to be swayed from their
initial impressions (Yaniv, 2004; Ross & Ward, 1995; Gino & Moore, 2007; Gunther et al.,
2009; Richardson et al., 2008; Banas & Rains, 2010), Study 2 examined whether people would
persevere in relatively uninformed impressions after being manipulated through one-sided
arguments. We followed the design of laboratory studies of belief persistence, in terms of
randomly assigning participants who self-identified as relatively uninformed about CCS to one-
sided pro-CCS or anti-CCS arguments. We then tested whether exposure to one-sided pro-CCS
(vs. anti-CCS) arguments would manipulate post-argument feelings about CCS (Hypothesis 3) as
well as the subsequent feelings about CCS after reading the educational communication, as
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recorded over time (Hypothesis 4), with manipulated post-argument feelings about CCS
reverberating in post-education perceptions of CCS (Hypotheses 5).
Study 2
Method
Participants
Following the same recruitment procedures as Study 1, Study 2 included 320 participants
from Wyoming, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Colorado, Utah, and Kansas, and
Nebraska. These participants were unique to Study 2 and did not participate in Study 1.
Volunteers were eligible for Study 2 if they rated themselves as relatively uninformed about
CCS.2 Thus, as in previous research, informed participants were omitted from Study 2, because
their existing convictions about CCS are less likely to be influenced (Yaniv, 2004; Ross & Ward,
1995; Gino & Moore, 2007; Gunther et al., 2009; Richardson et al., 2008; Banas & Rains, 2010).
The average age of Study 2 participants was 31.26 (SD =10.77), with 51% female, 23%
nonwhite, and 44% having a college degree.
Procedure and measures.
The procedure and measures for Study 2 were the same as those for Study 1, with a few
exceptions. Unlike Study 1 participants, Study 2 participants received one-sided arguments after
reporting initial baseline feelings about CCS (1=very negative; 7=very positive), but before
receiving the pre-communication assessment or the educational communication. They were
randomly assigned to a one-sided argument with pro-CCS or anti-CCS content, which focused
on the one topic they selected as most important: nature, the economy, or state independence.5
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We used simple arguments that provided little to no factual information, which were designed by
Wyoming residents to appeal to people like them (Wong-Parodi et al., 2011). Respectively, our
pro-CCS arguments about nature, the economy, and state independence stated: (a) “CCS will not
harm nature and will not change your state’s landscape,” (b) “CCS will create construction jobs,”
and (c) “CCS means that your state is building new technology before the U.S. government tells
it what to do.” Anti-CCS arguments on these topics stated: (a) “CCS will harm nature and will
change your state’s landscape,” (b) “CCS will not create construction jobs,” and (c) “CCS means
that your state is building new technology because the U.S. government tells it what to do.”
Participants were subsequently asked to elaborate on the specific argument they read by writing
one or two sentences, which has been shown to increase processing of the one-sided argument
and confidence in its content (Banas & Rains, 2010; Roggeveen & Johar, 2002). Participants
indicated their post-argument feelings about CCS on a scale from 1 (=very negative) to 7 (=very
positive).
Subsequently, participants followed the procedure described for Study 1. They received
the educational communication and the post-education assessment, which used the same
measures. 6 As in Study 1, we found internal consistency for the 12 items assessing
interpretations of the educational communication’s content (α=.92), and for the 2 items assessing 
their ratings of the materials in terms of trust and quality (α=.76). Again, as in Study 1, better 
internal consistency was found for confidence in post-education knowledge (α=.82) than for 
actual post-education knowledge (α=.61). 
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Results
Initial analyses.
As in Study 1, a one-sided t-test found that baseline feelings about CCS as reported across
participants were slightly positive, with a one-sided t-test showing that the mean rating was
significantly above the scale midpoint of 4 (M=4.51, SD=1.24), t(319)=7.31, p<.001, thus falling
in the range of previous public perception studies, which have reported ratings that vary from
slightly negative to slightly positive (Huijts et al., 2007; Palmgren et al., 2004; Shackley et al.,
2005; Sharp et al., 2009; Wallquist et al., 2009, 2010). Because the baseline assessment
occurred before participants received the one-sided argument, baseline feelings about CCS
should show no significant difference between participants who were to receive the pro-CCS
argument and those who were to receive the anti-CCS argument, as is indeed the case (Table 3).
Tests of Study 2 hypotheses appear below.
Effect of exposure to one-sided arguments on feelings about CCS (Hypothesis 3).
We found support for Hypothesis 3, such that exposure to the one-sided arguments
created a significant group difference in post-argument feelings about CCS. That is, after
reading the one-sided argument (but before seeing the educational communication) recipients of
the pro-CCS argument were significantly more positive about CCS than recipients of the anti-
CCS argument (Table 3).
Effect of exposure to one-sided arguments on post-education feelings about CCS (Hypothesis 4).
We found support for Hypothesis 4, which predicted that the effect of exposure to one-
sided pro-CCS (vs. anti-CCS) arguments would still be seen in feelings about CCS as recorded
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after reading the educational materials. Indeed, recipients of the pro-CCS argument reported
significantly more positive post-education feelings about CCS than recipients of the anti-CCS
argument (Table 3). This relationship held in a linear regression that took into account baseline
feelings about CCS and demographic variables (Model 1; Table 4). Specifically, recipients of
the one-sided pro-CCS (vs. anti-CCS) argument had more positive post-education feelings about
CCS, as did those who had stronger positive feelings about CCS at baseline (Model 1; Table 4).
The role of manipulated feelings in forming post-education feelings (Hypothesis 5).
We found support for Hypothesis 5, which predicted that post-education feelings about
CCS would be associated with post-argument feelings about CCS. Table 3 shows that post-
education feelings about CCS were indeed significantly correlated with post-argument feelings
about CCS. This relationship held in a regression model that also took into account whether
participants received the pro-CCS (vs. anti-CCS) argument, baseline feelings about CCS and
demographic variables (Model 2; Table 4). Adding post-argument feelings slightly improved the
predictive ability of the model, (Model 2 vs. Model 1; Table 4) ΔR2=.09), F(1, 128)=11=4.61,
p<.001, but reduced the effect of the one-sided arguments on post-education feelings about CCS,
thus showing significant mediation (95% CI=.14, .58). Hence, the one-sided arguments
manipulated post-argument feelings about CCS which then informed post-education feelings
about CCS. The association of baseline feelings about CCS with post-education feelings about
CCS was also reduced after adding post-argument feelings about CCS (Model 2), showing
significant mediation (95% CI=.06, .24). This result suggests that baseline feelings about CCS
informed post-argument feelings about CCS, which in turn informed post-education feelings
about CCS, thus showing a lingering effect throughout the course of the study.
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Mediators of the relationship between manipulated post-argument and post-education feelings.
Independent-sample t-tests compared the group means and found that recipients of the
pro-CCS (vs. anti-CCS) argument had significantly more positive interpretations of the
educational content and more confidence in their post-education knowledge, despite showing no
differences in their trust of the educational communication or their post-education knowledge
(Table 3). Hence, although this study was not designed to test the ability of the educational
communication to meet its goal of informing recipients about CCS, we do find that people with
different feelings about CCS end up with similar levels of knowledge about CCS after reading
the educational communication.
Perhaps more importantly, both manipulated post-argument feelings about CCS and post-
education feelings about CCS showed significant correlations with potential mediator variables
that were assessed in between, including interpretation of education content, rated trust and
quality of the educational materials, and post-education knowledge (Table 3). To examine what
drove the perseverance of manipulated feelings about CCS after exposure to the educational
communication, we compared a linear regression predicting post-education feelings about CCS
from post-argument feelings about CCS while taking into account the valence of the one-sided
argument, baseline feelings about CCS, and demographic variables (Model 2), with a linear
regression that additionally included participants’ interpretation of education content, ratings of
trust and quality, as well as knowledge and confidence (Model 3). The latter had improved
ability to predict post-education feelings about ΔR2=.44, F(4, 301)=90.71, p<.001. It showed a
reduced relationship of post-education feelings about CCS with post-argument feelings about
CCS, as well as significant positive relationships with the interpretation of communication
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content and trust (Model 3). A multi-mediation analysis (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) found that
interpretations of communication content (95% CI=.21, .38) and ratings of trust and quality
associated with the educational communication (95% CI=.01, .08) both mediated the positive
relationship of post-argument and post-education feelings about CCS as reported after reading
the educational communication. As in Study 1, these results indicate that participants who felt
positively about CCS before reading the educational communication interpreted and evaluated it
more positively, which helped them to maintain their initially positive feelings about CCS after
reading the educational communication.
Discussion
As in Study 1, we provided educational communications that were designed by educators
to inform public perceptions of CCS (Fleishman & Bruine de Bruin, in press; Fleishman et al.,
2010) to participants from states where CCS is likely to be deployed. Participants who self-
identified as uninformed were randomly assigned to one-sided arguments with pro-CCS or anti-
CCS content which provided little to no factual information about the technology. As expected,
these one-sided arguments successfully manipulated participants’ feelings about CCS, causing
group differences in feelings about CCS that did not exist upon participants’ entry into the study
but that nevertheless persisted even after reading a genuine educational communication. Hence,
Study 2 applies the laboratory findings about the persistence of manipulated feelings (Anderson,
Lepper, & Ross, 1980; Ross, Lepper, & Hubbard, 1975) to a real-world context, and additionally
shows that such persistence remains even after people receive educational communications.
Indeed, participants who had been manipulated to have positive (vs. negative) feelings
about CCS ended up having more positive (vs. negative) feelings about CCS after reading the
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educational communication, due to interpreting the educational communication’s content and
trusting the educational communication more. These findings occurred even though our
participants ended up with similar knowledge levels after reading the educational
communication, independent of whether they had been manipulated to have positive or negative
feelings about CCS. Hence, educational communications may improve recipients’ understanding
without changing their potentially ill-founded feelings about the topic under consideration.
General discussion
Educational communications aim to inform public debate about emerging technologies
and associated policies. These well-intended communication efforts, including our own, may
fail if recipients already have formed initial impressions that are hard to change. Psychological
laboratory studies have suggested that people may persevere in initial impressions that are based
on limited information (Anderson, Lepper, & Ross, 1980; Johar, 1996; Johar & Simmons, 2000;
Ross, Lepper, & Hubbard, 1975). We found that these laboratory findings apply when people
learn about a real-world topic, with initial impressions lingering in responses to educational
communications. These results held when initial impressions were pre-existing (in Study 1) or
manipulated by one-sided messages (Study 2). In both studies, perseverance of initial
impressions seemed to occur because participants evaluated the content of the educational
communication in light of their initial impressions, thus allowing them to maintain those
impressions after the educational communication.
Our two studies have several limitations and should therefore be interpreted with caution.
First, our participants were paid to read the educational communication, which may have
exposed them to content that they might not have sought on their own. Indeed, people tend to
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial affective impressions in responses to communications 22
selectively seek information that confirms their initial impressions (Nickerson, 1998). Second,
our participants volunteered to complete in a survey about “energy policy” and may therefore not
be representative of their states’ or the US population. Third, the one-sided arguments in Study 2
were designed to appeal to residents from states where CCS might be implemented and although
their effects were persistent they were relatively small. Fourth, because our studies were not
meant to evaluate the effectiveness of the educational materials, our studies did not include a no-
education control group, which makes it impossible to determine how much (if at all) the
observed persistence in initial impressions of CCS was reduced by exposure to the educational
communication.
Nevertheless, our findings appear to have practical implications for developers of
educational communications on various topics. That is, educational communications would
likely be more effective if they were developed before people form persistent initial impressions
that are based on little to no information. Indeed, laboratory research suggests that once initial
impressions have formed they become difficult to change, even after it becomes clear that they
were based on fabricated information (Anderson, Lepper, & Ross, 1980; Johar, 1996; Johar &
Simmons, 2000; Ross, Lepper, & Hubbard, 1975). However, the development of educational
communications about CCS has been postponed because CCS is not yet fully developed for
market-based deployment (Ashworth et al., 2010; Shackley et al., 2009). Similar hesitance to
develop communications has been seen in the context of other technologies, potentially leading
to the suspicion that facts were deliberately hidden from the public (Fischhoff, 1995). Combined
with our findings, this suggests that it might be better to develop educational materials about
emerging technologies earlier rather than later.
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The mental models approach provides a systematic methodology for developing
educational communications to inform people’s decisions (Morgan et al., 2002). It recognizes
that educational communications need to be designed with an understanding of the intended
audience, focusing on decision-relevant facts people are missing but need and want from experts
with varying points of view (Bruine de Bruin & Bostrom, in press). The mental models
approach has been used to develop educational materials about CCS and alternative low-carbon
technologies, which was used in the present experiments and is available online (Fleishman &
Bruine de Bruin, in press; Fleishman et al., 2010). It has also been applied to topics such as
smart meters, nanotechnology or chemicals in the work place (e.g., Cousin & Siegrist, 2010;
Krishnamurti et al., 2012; Niewöhner, Cox, Gerrard, & Pigeon, 2004).
The dissemination of accurate educational materials will be most effective if it occurs
before the development of public debate, which may also help to build perceptions of trust and
quality (Fischhoff, 1995). Yet, it is unclear that making educational materials available in timely
manner will (or should) promote public support of each emerging technology or prevent conflicts
in public debates, but it may help to avoid that disagreements are based on misunderstandings.
Footnotes
1 The measure of feelings about CCS was relatively reliable. At the post-education
assessment, Cronbach’s alpha was .78 across the standardized scores for responses across
four related questions, with the first pertaining to feelings about CCS. The second
presented a ranking task taken from previous CCS research in which participants expressed
their relative preferences of CCS as compared to six other low-carbon electricity
generation options (Fleishman et al., 2010; Palmgren et al., 2004). The third asked
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participants whether they would prefer that their state build a coal power plant with or
without CCS. In the fourth, they gave advice to their governor about whether to build a
coal plant with or without CCS. Inter-item correlations showed that post-education
feelings about CCS were positively correlated with relative preferences of CCS compared
to other low-carbon technologies (r=.35, p<.001), with preferences for a coal plant with
CCS rather than without (r=.59, p<.001), and with advice to the governor to build a coal
plant with CCS rather than without (r=.57, p<.001).
2 We had three reasons for asking for perceived knowledge rather than measuring actual
knowledge. First, research in other domains has shown that perceived knowledge is
associated with actual knowledge, even though correlations are of course imperfect
(Fagerlin et al., 2007; Zikmund-Fisher et al., 2007). Second, self-report questions of
knowledge are much less frustrating to participants than tests of actual knowledge, thus
reducing attrition rates (Zikmund-Fisher et al., 2007). Third, giving people knowledge
tests artificially improves their knowledge and increases how much they learn from any
subsequently presented information (Foediger & Karpicke, 2006).
3 The original materials covered ten low-carbon technologies including CCS, using one page
for each technology. Technology descriptions were at the 6th-8th grade reading level. For
each technology, the associated page systematically described the same set of features,
which were identified as relevant in pilot interviews with experts and members of the
general public. Special attention was given to fix common knowledge gaps and
misconceptions that emerged in previous interview and survey research (Palmgren et al.,
2004; Wallquist et al., 2009, 2010). The final version was tested for readability in think-
aloud interviews with members of the general public (who also recommended simplified
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wording), and for accuracy with diverse experts in low-carbon electricity generation. A
detailed description of materials development is given by Fleishman and colleagues (in
press). A validation study showed that the materials reduced the prevalence of common
misunderstandings, as measured on a true/false knowledge test (Fleishman et al., 2010).
4 Although this study was not designed to replicate a previous validation of the educational
materials (Fleishman et al., 2010), the effectiveness of the educational materials in terms of
informing participants is suggested by independent-sample t-tests showing that recipients
who perceived being relatively knowledgeable at baseline (seen in a self-rating above the
scale midpoint of 4) and recipients who perceived being relatively uninformed at baseline
(seen in a self-rating at or below the scale midpoint) ended up with similar levels of post-
education knowledge and confidence after reading the educational communication (p>.05).
(See footnote 2 for our reasons for measuring perceived knowledge at baseline.)
5 A total of 40.9% selected nature, 52.5% the economy, and 6.6% state independence.
Overall, separate analyses on the first two groups suggest that the overall conclusions
drawn in this paper hold for each. The third group was too small to warrant separate
analyses.
6 As in Study 1, the measure of feelings about CCS was relatively reliable. Cronbach’s alpha
across the standardized scores for a set of four items that included post-education feelings
about CCS was .84 (see footnote 1). Inter-item correlations showed that post-education
feelings about CCS were positively correlated with relative preferences of CCS compared
to other low-carbon technologies (r=.54, p<.001), with preferences for a coal plant with
CCS rather than without (r=.53, p<.001), and with advice to the governor to build a coal
plant with CCS rather than without (r=.53, p<.001).
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial affective impressions in responses to communications 26
References
Anderson, C.A., Lepper, M.R., & Ross, L. (1980). Perseverance of social theories: the role of
explanation in the persistence of discredited information. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 39, 1037-1049.
Arkes, H.R., Boehm, L.E., & Xu, G. (1991). Determinants of judged validity. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 27, 576-605.
Ashworth, P., Boughen, N., Mayhew, M., & Millar, F. (2010). From research to action: Now
we have to move on CCS communication. International Journal of Greenhouse Gas
Control, 4, 426-433.
Banas, J.A., & Rains, S.A. (2010). A meta-analysis of research on inoculation theory.
Communication Monographs, 77, 281-311.
Bergkvist, L., & Rossiter, J.R. (2007). The predictive validity of multiple-item versus single-
item measures of the same constructs. Journal of Marketing Research, 44, 175-184.
Bruine de Bruin, W., & Bostrom, A. (in press). How to assess what to address in
communications. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences.
Bruine de Bruin, W., Stone, E.R., Gibson, J.M., Fischbeck, P., Shoraka, M.B. (in press). The
effect of communication design and recipients’ numeracy on responses to UXO risk.
Journal of Risk Research.
Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S.D. (2011). Amazon’s Mechanical Turk: A new
source of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6,
3-5.
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial affective impressions in responses to communications 27
Carretta, T.R., &Moreland, R.L. (1982). Nixon and Watergate: A field demonstration of belief
perseverance. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 8, 443-453.
Cousin, M.-E., & Siegrist, M. (2010). Risk perception of mobile communication: A mental
models approach. Journal of Risk Research, 13, 599-620.
Cvetovich, G., Siegrist, M., Murray, R., & Tragesser, S. (2002). New information and social
trust: Asymmetry and social perseverance of attributions about hazard managers. Risk
Analysis, 22, 359-367.
de Best-Waldhober, M., Daamen, D., & Faaij, A. (2009). Informed and uninformed public
opinions on CO2 capture and storage technologies in the Netherlands. International
Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control, 3, 322-332.
Fagerlin, A., Zikmund-Fisher, B.J., Ubel, P.A., Jankovic, A., Derry, H.A., & Smith, D.M.
(2007). Measuring numeracy without a math test: Development of a subjective numeracy
scale. Medical Decision Making, 27, 672-680.
Finucane, M., Alhakami, A., Slovic, P., & Johnson, S.M. (2000). The affect heuristic in
judgments of risks and benefits. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 13, 1-17.
Fischhoff, B. (1995). Risk perception and communication unplugged: Twenty years of process.
Risk Analysis, 15, 137-145.
Fischhoff, B., Brewer, N.T., & Downs, J.S. (2011). Communicating risks and benefits: An
evidence-based user guide (1st ed.). Silver Spring, Maryland, US Department of Health
and Human Services, Food and Drug Administration.
Fleishman, L.A., & Bruine de Bruin, W. (Forthcoming). The ‘mental models’ methodology for
developing communications: building on the initial approach. In J. Arvai & L. Rivers
(Eds.), Risk communication, Philadelphia, PA: Taylor and Francis.
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial affective impressions in responses to communications 28
Fleishman, L.A., Bruine de Bruin, W., & Morgan, M.G. (2010). Informed public preferences
for electricity portfolios with CCS and other low-carbon technologies. Risk Analysis, 30,
1399-1410.
Gardner P.H., & Berry D.C. (1995). The effect of different forms of advice on the control of a
simulated complex system. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 9, S55-S79.
Gentner, D., & Stevens A. (1983). Mental Models. Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ
Gino, F., & Moore, D.A. (2007). Effects of task difficulty on use of advice. Journal of
Behavioral Decision Making, 20, 21-35.
Gunther, A.C., Miller, N., & Liebhart, J.L. (2009). Assimilation and contrast in a test of the
hostile media effect. Communication Research, 6, 747-764.
Harvey, N., & Fischer, I. (1997). Taking advice: Accepting help, improving judgment, and
sharing responsibility. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 70, 117-
133.
Hogarth, R.M., & Einhorn, H.K. (1992). Order effects in belief updating: The belief-
adjustment model. Cognitive Psychology, 24, 1-55.
Huijts, N.M.A, Midden, C.J.H, & Meijnders, A.L. (2007). Social acceptance of carbon dioxide
storage. Energy Policy, 35, 2780-2789.
Jaccard, J., & Turrisi, R. (2003). Interaction effects in multiple regression. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage Publications.
James, R., Richels, R., Blanford, G., & Gehl, S. (2007). The Power to reduce CO2 emissions:
the full portfolio. Palo Alto, CA: EPRI Technology Assessment Center, Electric Power
Research Institute Report.
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial affective impressions in responses to communications 29
Johar, G.V. (1996). Intended and unintended effects of corrective advertising on beliefs and
evaluation. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 5, 209-230.
Johar, G.V., & Simmons, J.V. (2000). The use of concurrent disclosures to correct invalid
inferences. Journal of Consumer Research, 26, 307-322.
Jungermann, H., Schutz, H., & Thuring. M. (1988) Mental models in risk assessment:
Informing people about drugs. Risk Analysis, 8, 147-155.
Kempton, W. (1986) Two Theories of Home Heat Control. Cognitive Science, 10, 75-90.
Keren, G. (1991). On the calibration of probability judgments: Conceptual and methodological
issues. Organizational and Human Decision Processes, 77, 217-273.
Klayman, J. (1995). Varieties of confirmation bias. Psychology of Learning and Motivation,
32, 385-418.
Klima, K., Bruine de Bruin, W., Morgan, M.G., & Grossman, I. (2012). Public perceptions of
hurricane modification. Risk Analysis, 32, 1194-1206.
Koehler, D.J. (1991). Explanation, imagination, and confidence in judgment. Psychological
Bulletin, 110, 499-519.
Koriat, A., Lichtenstein, S., & Fischhoff, B. (1980). Reasons for confidence. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 6, 107-118.
Krishnamurti, T., Schwartz, D., Davis, A., Fischhoff, B., Bruine de Bruin, W., Lave, L., &
Wang, J. (2012). Preparing for smart grid technologies: a behavioral decision research
approach to understanding consumer expectations about smart meters. Energy Policy, 41,
790-797.
Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 480-498.
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial affective impressions in responses to communications 30
Levy, A.G., Weinstein, N., Kidney, E., Scheld, S., & Guarnaccia, P. (2008). Lay and expert
interpretations of cancer cluster evidence. Risk Analysis, 28, 1531-1538.
Lipkus, I.M. (2007). Numeric, verbal, and visual formats of conveying health risks: Suggested
best practices and future recommendations. Journal of Medical Decision Making, 27,
696-713.
Metz, B., Davidson, O., Bosch, P.R., Dave, R., & Meyer, L.A. (2007). Contribution of working
group III to the fourth assessment report of the intergovernmental panel on climate
change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Metz, B., Davidson, O., de Coninck, H., Loos, M., & Meyer, L. (2005). IPCC special report on
carbon dioxide capture and storage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Meyer, D., Leventhal, H., & Gutmann, M. (1985) Common-sense models of illness: The
example of hypertension. Health Psychology, 4, 115-135.
Morgan, M.G., Fischhoff, B., Bostrom, A., & Atman, C.J. (2002). Risk communication: a
mental models approach (1st ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Nersessian, N.J. (2008). Mental modeling of conceptual change. S. Vosniadou (Ed.) Handbook
of conceptual change. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Nickerson, R.S. (1998). Confirmation bias: a ubiquitous phenomenon in many guises. Review
of General Psychology, 2, 175-220.
Niewöhner, J., Cox, P., Gerrard, S., & Pigeon, N. (2004). Evaluating the efficacy of a mental
models approach for improving occupational chemical risk protection. Risk Analysis, 24,
349-362.
Pacala, S., & Socolow, R. (2004). Stabilization wedges: Solving the climate problem for the
next 50 years with current technologies. Science, 305, 968-972.
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial affective impressions in responses to communications 31
Pallier, G., Wilkinson, R., Danthiir, V., Kleitman, S., Knezevic, G., Stankov, L., & Roberts,
R.D. (2002). The role of individual differences in the accuracy of confidence judgments.
Journal of General Psychology, 129, 257-299.
Palmgren, C., Morgan, M.G., Bruine de Bruin, W., & Keith, D. (2004). Initial public
perceptions of deep geological and oceanic disposal of carbon dioxide. Environmental
Science and Technology, 38, 6441-6450.
Petty, R.E., & Cacioppo, J.T. (1986). The elaboration-likelihood model of persuasion.
Advances in Experimental Psychology, 19, 123-205.
Plous, S. (1991). Biases in the assimilation of technological breakdown: do accidents make us
safer? Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 21, 1058-1082.
Poortinga, W., & Pidgeon, N.F. (2004). Trust, the asymmetry principle, and the role of prior
beliefs. Risk Analysis, 24, 1475-1486.
Preacher, K.J., & Hayes, A.F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavioral Research Methods,
40, 879-91.
Price, V., & Neijens, P. (1997). Opinion quality in public opinion research. International
Journal of Public Opinion Research, 9, 336-360.
Richardson, J.D., Huddy, W.P., & Morgan, S.M. (2008). The hostile media effect, biased
assimilation, and perceptions of a presidential debate. Journal of Applied Psychology, 38,
1559-1816.
Roediger, H.L. III, & Karpicke, J.D. (2006). The power of testing memory: Basic research and
implications for educational practice. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 1, 186-210.
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial affective impressions in responses to communications 32
Roggeveen, A.L., & Johar, G.V. (2002). Perceived source variability versus familiarity:
Testing competing explanations for the truth effect. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 12,
81-91.
Ross, L., Lepper, M.R., & Hubbard, M. (1975). Perseverance in self-perception and social
perception: Biased attributional processes in the debriefing paradigm. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 880-892.
Ross, L., & Ward, A. (1995). Naïve realism in everyday life: Implications for social conflict
and misunderstanding. In E. Reed, E. Turiel & T. Brown (Eds.). Values and Knowledge
(pp. 103-135). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Shackley, S., McLachlan, C., & Gough, C. (2005). The public perception of carbon capture and
storage in the UK: Results from focus groups and a survey. Climate Policy, 4, 377-398.
Shackley, S., Reiner, D., Upham, P., de Coninck, H., Sigurthorsson, G., & Anderson, J. (2009).
The acceptability of CO2 capture and storage (CCS) in Europe: an assessment of the key
determining factors part 2. The social acceptability of CCS and the wider impacts and
repercussions of its implementation. International Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control, 3,
344-356.
Sharp, J.D., Jaccard, M.K., & Keith, D.W. (2009). Anticipating public attitudes toward
underground CO2 storage. International Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control, 3, 641-651.
Stankov, L., & Crawford, J.D. (1996). Confidence judgments in studies of individual
differences. Personality and Individual Differences, 6, 971-986.
Terwel, B.W., Harinck, F., Ellemers, N., & Daamen, D.L. (2011). Going beyond the properties
of CO2 capture and storage (CCS) technology: How trust in stakeholders affects public
acceptance of CCS. International Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control, 2, 181-188.
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial affective impressions in responses to communications 33
Yaniv, I. (2004). Receiving other people’s advice: Influence and benefit. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 93, 1-13.
Yaniv, I., Kleinberger, E. (2000). Advice taking in decision making: Egocentric discounting
and reputation formation. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 260-
281.
Wanous, J.P., Reichers, A.E., & Hudy, M.J. (1997). How good are single-item measures?
Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 247-252.
Wallquist, L., Visschers, V., & Siegrist, M. (2009). Lay concepts on CCS deployment in
Switzerland based on qualitative interviews. International Journal of Greenhouse Gas
Control, 5, 652-657.
Wallquist, L., Visschers, V., & Siegrist, M. (2010). Impact of knowledge and misconceptions
on benefit and risk perception of CCS. Environmental Science and Technology, 44, 6557-
6562.
Wong-Parodi, G., Dowlatabadi, H., McDaniels, T., & Ray, I. (2011). Influencing attitudes
towards carbon capture and sequestration: A social marketing approach. Environmental
Science and Technology, 45, 6743-6753.
Zajonc, R.B. (1980). Feeling and thinking: Preferences need no inferences. American
Psychologist, 35, 151-175.
Zikmund-Fisher, B.J., Smith, D.M., Ubel, P.A., & Fagerlin, A. (2007). Validation of the
subjective numeracy scale: Effects of low numeracy on comprehension of risk
communications and utility elicitations. Medical Decision Making, 27, 663-671.
RUNNING HEAD: Role of initial impressions in responses to communications 34
Table 1: Descriptive statistics for Study 1.
Pearson correlations
with feelings about CCS
Variable (response scale) Mean (SD) Baseline Post-education
Baseline feelings about CCS (1-7) a 4.68
(1.46)
- .39***
Baseline perceived CCS knowledge (1-7) a 3.62
(1.66)
.17** -.07
Interpretation of education content (1-7) a 4.93
(1.09)
.39*** .83***
Rated trust and quality of education (1-7) a 4.81
(1.35)
.24*** .60***
Post-education knowledge (0-100%) a 74.66
(19.86)
.12 .17**
Post-education confidence in knowledge
(0-100%) b
81.30
(9.61)
.19** .21***
Post-education feelings about CCS (1-7) b 4.84
(1.53)
.39*** -
Note. Variables are presented in order of assessment. a For all variables assessed on 1-7 scales,
the reported mean is significantly different from the scale midpoint of 4 (one-sample t-tests,
p<.001). b For all variables assessed on 0-100% scales, reported means are significantly above
50% or guessing (one-sample t-tests, p<.001) and significantly different from each other (paired-
sample t-test, p<.001). ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05
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Table 2: Regression models (β) predicting feelings about CCS after reading the educational
communication (Study 1).
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Baseline feelings about CCS .39*** .34*** .08* .08
Baseline perceived CCS knowledge - -.15* - -.05
Interaction baseline knowledge x feelingsa - .20** - .06
Interpretation of education content - - .73*** .71***
Rated trust and quality of education - - .17*** .17***
Post-education knowledge - - .00 -.02
Post-education confidence in knowledge - - -.03 -.02
R2 .16 .21 .74 .74
Model ANOVA F(5, 241)=
9.10***
F(7, 239)=
9.18***
F(9,237)=
73.46***
F(11, 235)=
61.21***
Note. All models controlled for demographic variables. aThe interaction term in Model 2 was
mean-centered to avoid multi-collinearity (Jaccard & Turisi, 2003). ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics for Study 2.
Mean (SD) by one-sided
argument condition
Pearson correlations
with feelings about CCS
Variable (response scale) Pro-CCS Anti-CCS Base-
line
Post-
argument
Post-
education
Baseline feelings about CCS
(1-7)
4.52
(1.32)
4.50
(1.16)
- .48*** .36***
Post-argument feelings about
CCS (1-7)
4.83***
(1.30)
3.50
(1.41)
.48*** - .37***
Interpretation of education
content (1-7)
4.81*
(1.10)
4.55
(1.09)
.39*** .42*** .78***
Rated trust and quality of
education (1-7)
4.66
(1.28)
4.51
(1.20)
.32*** .29*** .55***
Post-education knowledge (0-
100%)
77.90
(19.01)
74.85
(19.73)
.21*** .13* .12*
Post-education confidence in
knowledge (0-100%)
81.35*
(9.66)
79.18
(9.50)
.26*** .15** .08
Post-education feelings about
CCS (0-100%)
4.65*
(1.55)
4.29
(1.46)
.36*** .37*** -
Note. Variables are presented in order of assessment. Independent-sample t-tests compared
group means, with the significantly higher mean being flagged (***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05)
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Table 4: Regression models predicting feelings about CCS after reading the educational
communication (Study 2).
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Pro-CCS (vs. anti-CCS) argument .10* .01 .03
Baseline feelings about CCS .37*** .26*** .06
Post-argument feelings about CCS - .23** .00
Interpretation of education content - - .68***
Rated trust and quality - - .15***
Knowledge about content - - -.05
Confidence in knowledge - - -.06
R2 .16 .20 .64
Model ANOVA F(6, 306)=
10.10***
F(7, 305)=
10.56***
F(11, 301)=
47.61***
Note: All models controlled for demographic variables. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05
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Figure 1. Example of educational communication content (adapted from Fleishman et al., 2010).
